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ENHANCING THE QUALITY AND USE OF STUDENT OUTCOMES DATA

I Introduction and Background

Duringthepast year, theNationa Postsecondary Education Cooperative (NPEC) has sponsored two Working
Groups on student outcomes, one exploring this areafrom apolicy perspective, the other examining it from a data
perspective. Thegoasof the* Student Outcomesfrom aData Perspective’” Working Group areto: (1) determine how
different audiencesthink about students and outcomes of different kinds of education and training programs; (2)
document data sources and andyze the data collected and maintained to answer questions about student outcomes
including identification of gapsin the current data sources; (3) describe the purpose and effectiveness of current
datacollectionin developing sound palicy; and (4) explain how technology advancesare affecting theway student data

are coordinated and disseminated and how the advances will affect future practices and policies.!

The Working Group has used two inter-rel ated strategies to achieveits goals. First, the Working Group
consultants conducted case studies of student outcomes data collection in Texas and Virginia. The case studies
provided descriptive information about student outcomes data at the state level and established the foundation for
discussion and analysis of the trade-offs, benefits, and disadvantages of various approaches to student outcomes data
collection, andysis, and dissemination. Second, two Working Group meetings have provided opportunities for
participantsto share their experiences and knowledge and to move toward consensusin identifying priority concerns
and developing recommendations. These discussions have been informed by the case studies and the professional

literature on assessment and student outcomes.

This report presents results of the case studies, discusses the strengths and weaknesses of the current “ state
oftheart,” andprovidesWorking Grouprecommendationsfor enhancingthequality, breadth, and useful nessof outcomes
data. Thissectionprovidesbackgroundinformationabout student outcomesandtheroleof theWorking Group. Section
I1 describesthe god's, methodology, and results of the case studies, and a o discusses the strengths and weaknesses
of current student outcomes databased on the case study findings and Working Group discussions. Finaly, Section 11
presentsthe Working Group'srecommendations. Although thisreport focuses on the accomplishments of the Student
Outcomesfrom aDataPerspective Working Group, the andyses and recommendati ons extend and complement those of the
Student Outcomes from a Policy Perspective Working Group.

1To date, the Worki ng Group has focused primarily on the first three goals.



Thereisno single generdly accepted definition of “student outcomes.” In fact, the definition of “student
outcome’ must be contextually-based. Datathat represent an “outcome” in one context may represent apredictor in
another. For purposes of this paper, the universe of “student outcomes data’ is captured in the outcomes taxonomy
deve opedby theNPECWorking Groupon Student OutcomesfromaPolicy Perspective(Terenzini, 1996). Appendix A
displaysthistaxonomy. Our focusison the outcomes of postsecondary educetion, or forma training and education
beyond the high school level. Postsecondary education as used here refers to training offered by institutions,

including proprietary schools, colleges and universities, business and industry, and the military.

Challenges of Student Outcomes Assessment

Although postsecondary ingtitutions and systems have collected, analyzed, and reported student outcomes
information for years, the policy significance of student outcomes has increased substantially over the past ten to
fifteen years. Outcomes data originally were collected to address research questions about the effects of
postsecondary education on students' lives(for example, Feldman and Newcomb, 1969). Inthe 1980s, outcomesdata
received new attention from policymakers as ameans of motivating and eva uating efforts to improve undergraduate

education. Fully 23 states established some type of assessment initiative during thistime (Ewell, 1995).

More recently, however, outcomes data have been used to evaluate the productivity and performance of
postsecondary ingtitutions and systems. Rapidly rising costs of postsecondary education coupled with widespread
concern that the nation’ sworkforce lacks the skills needed to maintain our nation’s economic competitiveness have
stimulated questions about both the effectiveness and efficiency of the sector. Information about student outcomes
carries the potential to respond to many of these questions. Thus, although the policy and fiscal context of
postsecondary education is changing, the demand for outcomes data continues. Over three quarters of the states now
require information about student outcomes or ingtitutional performance (Ewell, 1996; Keller, 1996). Among the

purposes that outcomes data are expected to serve are:

° Providing evidence of ingtitutiond effectivenessto policymakers, accreditation associations, and
ConsuMmers,
° Addressing emerging questions about returns on investment in postsecondary education for

individuals and families, states, and the nation at large;
° Providing information to guide local, state, and national postsecondary policy;

° Informing ingtitutional planning, program devel opment, and program improvement in an era of



constrained resources,

° Respondingtoemployer concernsabout whether postsecondary ingtitutionsareadequately preparing
students for the workplace; and

° Providing information to individuals and families to help them reach informed decisions about
postsecondary institutions and programs of study.

Nonethel ess, outcomes information to date is limited in its ability to meet these needs. The technical
challenges associated with ng student outcomes are significant and range from the difficulty of developing
valid and reliable measures of higher order cognitive skillsto the problems of inferring causality from correlational
data. Assessing student outcomesisalso apolitical process, and chalengesin this domain include the problems of
imposing“ unfundedmandates’ onsystemsor ingtitutions, campusres stancedueto percel vedlinksbetween assessment
and downsizing or cost-cutting, and the range of interpretations available for any set of observed outcomes (Steele
and Lutz, 1995). Disagreement among educators and policymakers about the purposesand goas of higher education
further stymie efforts assessment efforts, especidly inapolicy context. Asaresult of these challenges, a number
of observershave pointed out that existing student outcomes data systems are unabl e to answer basi ¢ questions about
what studentslearnin college and whether they possessthe skills and abilities needed by the labor market (Terenzini,
1996).

Y et another challengeto using outcomes information to measure ingtitutional performanceisthe substantia
variation in available data acrossingtitutions and systems. For example, only seven states use common assessment
measurestomeasurestudent|earning, andeachstate' scommonmeasurehaslittieincommonwithothers(Kardis, 1996).
Three states-Florida, Texas, and Georgia--maintain competency testing programs, and four others--Tennessee,
Wisconsin, South Dakota, and Arkansas--test dl students or samplesof studentsin at least one general education skill
area. Mogt gtates require or encourage ingtitutions to develop their own outcomes measures (Ewell, 1995). The
proliferationof outcomesmeasuresisobserved withinaswell asbetween campuses-AnACT survey foundthat only one
third of ingtitutionsreported common measuresand most of thesewere placement exams(Stedleand L utz, 1995). Even
the outcomes measures that appear pervasive in postsecondary education, such as retention and program completion
rates, are calculated and reported differently across institutions and systems. This lack of standardization in
outcomes dataincreases the difficulty of drawing meaningful comparisons between indtitutions, systems, and states

and hence reduces the applicability of outcomes data to policymaking and evaluation.

If student outcomesinformation isto fulfill its potential for informing public policy, stronger data systems



are needed. Fortunately, there are signs of support for thisgoal. For example, Steele and Lutz (1995) report that
82 percent of sate boards responding to an ACT survey support the use of common outcomes meesures acrossinditutions
Inaddition, Russall (1995) traces the development of statewide higher education datasystems. Today, 32 stateshave
comprehensive statewi de databases and another nine have morelimited databases. These databases provide astrong
foundati onforassessingstudentoutcomesandinformi ngpostsecondary policy andprogramdevel opment. Newinitiatives
suchasinter-organi zational collaboration onthedevel opment of apostsecondary student datahandbook show progress
toward standardization of data elementsin these databases (AACRAO, 1996).

Objectives of the Student Outcomes from a Data Per spective Working Group

The Student Outcomes From a Data Perspective Working Group has sought to identify strategies and
recommendationsfor improving the qudity of outcomesdata. Rather than consider theideal student outcomessystem
without regard for current resources and constraints, the group began with a description of current data systems. It
then considered the strengths and limitations of these data systems and how they could be improved, given the

perspective of current practitioners (both providers and users of data).

Givenlimited timeand resources, the Working Group needed to make choices about which aspects of student
outcomes datato address. Each choice necessarily involvestrade-offs. The following decisions emerged from early

Working Group meetings and deliberations:

First, the Working Group focused on unit record level student outcomes databases, largely because the vast
majority of postsecondary ingtitutions, systems, and states now maintain some form of student database. These
databases typically include information about a population (for example, all enrolled students or all graduating
students) rather than asample, and most of the information is drawn from official records, such as applications or
transcripts. This process of record extraction is often more cost effective than other means of data collection, such
assurveysor interviews. Because data are compiled in a standardized format over time and across programs or

institutions, these databases enable both longitudinal and cross-sectional comparisons.

In making thischoice, the Group did not intend to imply that unit record databases are sufficient as a source
of information about outcomes. Many other types of information, such as reflective essays by dumni or satisfaction
ratings by employers, add considerable depth and richnessto the study of student outcomes. |n addition, the Working
Group recognizes that aggregete dataare ussful and appropriate under many circumstances. It leavesthe task of



andlyzing thetrade-offsbetween the two gpproachesto the Unit Record vs. Aggregate DataWorking Group. The Working
Group further acknowledgesthat while dataprovidersand usersmust be concerned with theissuesinvolved in the use

of unit record data, these data are often the primary source of information on student outcomes for policy making.

Second, the Working Group wanted to review efforts to expand outcomes information beyond that whichis
available in student records done (for example, retention and graduation). This led to the question of how various
information sources can be linked to provide amore comprehensive view of outcomes, even if existing information
sourceswill not addressall important outcomes. Giventhecurrent policy emphasison workforce development and the
availability of unit records on employment through unemployment insurancefiles, the Group was especidly interested

in describing and assessing efforts to link educational and occupational data.

In making this choice, the Working Group did not intend to establish an a priori recommendation that all
ingtitutions should link their student recordsto occupationa records. Memberswerein fact divided on the usefulness
of such information and recogni zed that i ngtitutiona mission and goa's should shape student outcomes data collection
and andysis. Instead, the choiceto study linkages between educational and occupationa data (via unemployment
insurance files) provides agood example of the potential benefits and problems associated with linking filesas a

means of expanding outcomes information.

Third, given limited resources, the Working Group further chose to direct its efforts toward the student
outcomes data used to inform state-level policy and decisonmaking. The primary reason for focusing on the Sate as
the unit of analysisisthat the greatest pressures for information about student outcomes are coming from state
governments, which areincreasingly preoccupied with issues of productivity and performance in postsecondary
education (Ewdll, 1995). Theoutcomesinformation of most relevanceto state policy aredrawn from state-level student
databases, whichthereforebecameaspecid focusof theWorking Group’ sactivities. Thewidespread presenceof these
databases, their ongoing use for various policy analyses, and the inclusion of standardized data from multiple
ingtitutions provides ardatively strong base on which to build. Additionally, lessons learned from an analysis of
state-level data and policymaking may be applicable to other settings, including institutions, multi-state

coalitions, and the federal government.

It isimportant to note that the Working Group's choice to study state-level unit record databasesis not a
de facto endorsement of these databases. Rether, state-level databases were sdected because they provide the most
representative and most devel oped student outcome data systemswith sufficiently broad characteristicsand capacities



to dlow for discussion and generdizable observations. The use of the state system as a unit of analysisaso alowed
for accessto individual ingtitutions, both public and private, two- and four-year, for the researchers. Thus, in
focusing on state-level information and data, the Working Group in no way intended to assign the highest priority to
public ingtitutions or neglect independent ingtitutions. Representatives of independent ingtitutions and coalitions
of independent ingtitutions were included in data collection and received specid attention in analysis. For example,
the case sudiesincluded interviews with representatives of private colleges to determine the perceived costs and
benefits to the independent sector of cooperative efforts with other schools (both in and out of the state) to

standardize and share outcomes information.

Fourth, the Working Group has been especidly interested in efforts within severa statesto link educational
datato occupationd data, such as unemployment insurance wage record files. In so doing, these states can measure
students’ occupational outcomesin amore comprehensive and cost effective manner than previoudy possible. These
and other linkagesrepresent important innovationsin student outcomes datacollection and andysis. Atthesametime,
these linkages pose complex technicd, logistical, and political challenges. By reviewing the experiences of states

that have been pioneersin linking student



and occupationa data, the Working Group hoped to assist othersin effective planning, implementation, and use of
linked or integrated databases.

This report summarizes the activities and conclusions of the Working Group. Magjor activities include: (a)
conducting case studies of student outcomes data collection in two states; (b) analyzing the strengths and weaknesses
of exigting student outcomes data systems; and (c) formulating recommendationsfor strengthening student outcomes

data systems.

1. Case Studies

Toassist theWorking Groupin achievingitsgoals, the consultantswere asked to conduct case studies of two

states. The case studies were intended to:

° describehow parti cipantsand stakehol dersin postsecondary educati on conceptudi zed and measured
student outcomes; and

° assess the strengths and limitations of student outcomes datafor diverse audiences, especialy for
policymakers and administrators.

Resourceand time congtraintslimited theWorking Group to two statevisits. The Working Group recognized
that two states, however carefully selected, cannot possibly represent the full range and diversity of student
outcomes deta systems. However, these case studies were not intended to yield results that could be generalized to
other states. Instead, these case studies were intended to serve a generative purpose (Gergen, 1978). That is, by
providing asystematic comparison of two diverse states, the case studiesfacilitated the efforts of the Working Group
to generate discussion, analyss, and recommendations. Inthiscontext, itisimportant to note that the Working Group
members knowledgeof their ownor other states contributed additional useful “data’ toinformand extendtheanalysis.
With 12 statesrepresented onthe Working Group, resultswere subject to arapid and convincing, albeit nontraditional,
external validity check.

Moreover, recognizing the inherent limitations of two case studies, the Working Group considered the idea
of follow-up activities, specifically by asking representatives of six to ten other states to provide structured
information about student outcomes data collection and analysis asiit relates to the two examples of Virginiaand
Texas. Whilenot completedby thisWorking Group, suchanactivity will bepart of thework undertakenwhenthe Student
Outcomes Pilot gets underway in 1997, testing the evaluation model proposed by Terenzini (Terenzini, 1996).



M ethods

Site Selection. Several criteria guided selection of states for the site visits. A key goal wasto select
statesthat had beenidentified asprogressivein collection and use of outcomesdata. Working Group membersbelieved
they had the most to learn from states that had devoted relatively high levels of attention to students outcomes and
hadimplemented someinnovative, or a least distinctive, approaches. Consultationwith Working Group membersand
national expertsin student outcomes datawas used to identify states that met this criterion. In addition, the sites
were selected to provide contrast on several important dimensions including: size, diversity, structure, and
organization of the postsecondary sector; strength of the state coordinating board; presence of mandated competency
testing; and state requirements or mandates regarding assessment. Third, some practical considerations influenced
stesdection, including the availahility of NPEC membersto serve asliaisons, the need to avoid overlap with state-
level case studies underway for other projects, and the feasibility of conducting the site visit on relatively short

notice during the summer months.

Based on these criteria, Texas and Virginiawere selected as sites. Table 1 on the next page provides a

comparison of these states on several dimensions.

Respondents. Within each sate, weidentified appropriate respondentsthrough consultation with NPEC members
from the state who had agreed to serve asliaisonsfor this purpose. We sought to interview representatives of each
postsecondary sector (proprietary ingtitutions, community colleges, and both public and private four-year
ingtitutions), systemwide officials, and state policymakers and administrators from higher education coordinating
boards and other state agenciesinvolved in postsecondary student outcomes data collection (for example, the State
Occupational | nformetion Coordinating Committee, or SOICC, in Texas). Weadsointerviewed leadersof relevant sate
organizations (for example, independent colleges and ingtitutional researchers in Texas and ingtitutional consortia
inVirginia). Following the site visits, we conducted additional interviews by telephone with representatives of
busi nesseswith strong workforce training programs. Table 2 summarizes the number of interviews conducted within

different categories of institutions and organi zations.



TABLE 1

COMPARISON OF TEXASAND VIRGINIA

Characteristic Texas Virginia
Population 18,724,000 6,618,000
Number of public 2-year ingtitutions 65 24
Number of public 4-year ingtitutions 40 15
Number of private 2-year ingtitutions 16 15
Number of private 4-year ingtitutions 57 39
Number of vocational institutions 360 144
Proportion of population in poverty 19 percent 11 percent
Undergraduate enrollment 832,145 300,598
Graduate/professional school enrollment 122,350 53,551
Percent of college students who are minority 35 percent 24 percent
group members
State coordinating board Strong Strong
Does a comprehensive statewide student
database exist? yes yes
Is assessment of student outcomes mandated?

yes yes
Are standardized tests administered to college
students? yes (TASP)? no
State assessment initiative (Ewell) Basic Skills/ Institution-centered

Gatekeeping

Public reporting Annual Biennial

Texas Assessment of Student Progress.




TABLE 2

NUMBER AND DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS

Texas Virginia
State Coordinating Board 4 3
Other State Agencies 5 1
Proprietary Schools 2 2
Community Colleges 3 2
Private colleges or universities 2 2
Public colleges or universities 2 1
Business and industry 1 2
State associations or consortia 2 1
Total respondents* 18 12
* Totdislessthanthecolumnsumbecausesomerespondentsfit morethanonecategory (for example, community college

representative and |leader of a state association).

Procedures. Two researchersconducted each casestudy. In most cases, the researchersjointly conducted the
interviews, with one serving as anotetaker and the other serving astheinterviewer. Researchers spent two daysin
Virginia and three daysin Texas. Interviews ranged from 45 minutesto severa hours. Within each state, the
researchersvisited two locations (Austin and Houston in Texas,; Richmond and Roanoke in Virginia). However,
respondents from other sections of the tate wereinterviewed by telephone or agreed to drive to the study sitesto meet
with theresearchersin person. Interviewers were semi-structured and based on the interview protocol displayed in
Appendix B. Respondentswere assured of confidentiality. That is, researchers agreed to protect the identity of
individual respondents. In addition to conducting interviews, the researchers collected a considerable volume of
written materias, including data dictionaries, student outcomes analyses and reports, strategic plans, performance
standards, and “ how to” guidesdeve oped for variousaudiences (for example, employers, policymakers). Appendix C
displays the materials collected in each state.

Interview notes were written using astandard format. The researchers then systematically “queried' these

notesto derive both descriptiveinformation about student outcomes data collection and an assessment of the strengths

and weaknesses of the state data systems.

10



Limitations of the case studies. In addition to the need for caution in generalizing findings beyond the
states studied, the case studies address only alimited sat of questions relevant to student outcomes data. They reved
relatively little about how employers and others outside the traditional higher education sector conceptuaize student
outcomes. They do not addressthe potential of new and emerging technologies for expanding or influencing the
collection and andlysis of outcomes data. |n addition, the case studies do not address the trade-offs between state
databases and other databases, such as voluntary coalitions of institutions or national databases. Perhaps most
important, they givelittle direct consideration of cognitive learning outcomes. All of these issues are important
and desarving of consideration in future research. The “Recommendations’ section of this report suggests several

tasks that will enable NPEC to expand the scope of thisinvestigation to address these issues.

Results

Both Texas and Virginiamaintain centraized statewide student databases with unit record-level data. The
outcomes information in these databases are primarily related to postsecondary students educational success,
including retention, degree attainment or program completion, timeto degree, and transfers from community college
to baccalaureate institutions. In this regard, these states are similar to many others--32 states maintain

comprehensive statewide databases at the SHEEO leved (Russell, 1995).

Unlikemost other states, however, both Texasand Virginiacollect standardized outcomesdataabout students
occupetiona preparation and success by linking student record databases with other sources of information, the most
important of whichisstate unemployment insurance agency wage record information. Only about 10 other stateshave
similar datasharing agreementsin place (Russell, 1995). Thus, Virginiaand Texas are not representative nor unique

in their data collection, yet they serve as proxies of current practice.

In sum, student outcomes dataiin both states are centraized and integrated. In other words, data from many
different ingtitutions are compiled in asingle unified database (in both cases, maintained by the state coordinating
board). In addition, these data are linked to other sources of information about outcomes, especially occupational

and employment outcomes.
In the following section, we provide abrief overview of outcomes data collection and integrated databases

ineach state. Wedo not attempt to describe the myriad of outcomes analyses and assessments conducted by individua
indtitutions, departments, or programs. Our focusisthe staeleve. Table3 summarizesand comparesthe integrated

11



student databases in each state. Following this descriptive overview, we discuss the strengths and weaknesses of

current student outcomes data systems.

Virginia. AlthoughtheStateCouncil of Higher Educationfor Virginia(SCHEV) hascol lected student datafrom
state postsecondary ingtitutionsfor many years, thedevel opment andimplementation of the SCHEV Integrated Student
Database representsasignificant advanceintermsof both quantity and quality of information. The databaseincludes
records for each individua student for each term in which they were enrolled in apublic or privete two-year or four-
year inditution within Virginia. A total of 89 postsecondary institutions, about 360,000 students per semester,
contribute to the database. It includes students in proprietary schools if the school offers at |east a two-year

degree that brings it under the coordination and approval of SCHEV.

The database is organized into six files: (1) institutional information, (2) headcount, (3) degrees
conferred, (4) admissions, (5) course enrollments, and (5) financia aid. Except for the ingtitutional information
file, the data are at the level of individual students, using social security number (encrypted for confidentiality)
astheidentifier. Thus, the database enables andyststo track students through the postsecondary system over time

and to identify (and study) students who are concurrently enrolled in more than one institution.

Onedigtinguishing feature of the SCHEV Student Databaseistheinclusion of information about each course
inwhich students were enrolled and their gradesreceived in those courses. This creates avery largefile (4 million
records at last count), but also enables andysts to explore why certain outcomes occur and how specific courses or
course sequences affect student outcomes within an institution or across institutions in the case of transferring

students.

12



TABLE 3

COMPARISON OF TEXASAND VIRGINIA INTEGRATED STUDENT DATABASES

Texas Virginia
Resear ch and Assessment Data Support System

Automated Student Follow-up (RADDS)
Responsible agency SOICC (and THECB)* SCHEV?
Key staff Marc Anderberg Jean K eating
NPEC liaisons Sheila Abercrombie, Marc Anderberg Mike Mullen
Origin of linkages between educational and
occupational data initiated by community colleges initiated by SCHEV

Funding for linking educational and occupational
data

Temporary funding

Permanent funding

Postsecondary schools for which educational data
are linked to occupational data

all community/technical colleges (N=69); one
university; pilot test of proprietary schools

all public and private degree-granting
institutions (and degree-granting for-profits)
(N=89)

Student data flow -- input

2-year ingtitutions-->THECB-->SOICC

Public 2-year institutions-->V CCS-->SCHEV
Private 2-year institutions--SCHEV
Public and Private 4-year ingtitutions-->SCHEV

Definition of “student”

Enrolled for credit (will begin including non-
credit studentsin 1997)

Enrolled for credit

Responsible for cleaning student data

THECB, working with institutions

Institutions, using cleaning specs and programs
by SCHEV

State Occupational Information Coordinating Council and Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board.

2State Council of Higher Education for Virginia




TABLE 3 (Continued)

COMPARISON OF TEXASAND VIRGINIA INTEGRATED STUDENT DATABASES

Texas Virginia
Resear ch and Assessment Data Support System
Automated Student Follow-up (RADDS)
Unemployment |nsurance Wage Records Unemployment Insurance Wage Records (only by
Personnel records -- U.S. Government community colleges, some 4-year ingtitutions uss
Postal Service mechanisms to collect data to report in the
Sources of occupational datafor linkages Department of Defense aggregate)
Sudent specific
demographic information
units attempted/completed
major
educational background/admissions
financial aid
course enrollments
course grades
participation in remedial/devel opment programs
or courses
retention
graduation/program completion
transfer
course grades
demographic information entry to graduate/professional school
units attempted/completed
major Aggregate only (VCCSand 4-year vis-a-vis spegial
retention studies)
graduation/program completion
transfer employment status
employment status employer
employer industry type
industry type wages earned during past quarter
Educational datain integrated database wages earned during past quarter




TABLE 3 (Continued)

COMPARISON OF TEXASAND VIRGINIA INTEGRATED STUDENT DATABASES

Texas

Automated Student Follow-up

Virginia
Resear ch and Assessment Data Support System
(RADDS)

Number of records in database

about 400,000 student records/year

about 360,000 student records/term
about 4 million total records/year®

Supplemental activities

Employer survey

Shared items for survey of graduates

|s database interactive?

No

Yes

IPEDS reporting

By institutions

By SCHEV for public, private, and proprietary
degree-granting ingtitutions

3Program generates subrecords for courses taken.



Thedatabasewasfour-fifthscompleteby 1992-93. Theadmissionscomponent wasimplementedfirstinFall
1993. Thus, SCHEV will havelimited ability to conduct retention studiesuntil 1998, when thefirst cohort of students
in the database has been enrolled for six years. However, a special, abbreviated admissions file back to 1989 was
collected, enabling some graduation/retention studies to be performed currently, but without detailed information

on course enrollments and grades prior to 1992.

Each public and private degree-granting postsecondary indtitution in the state is required to transmit data
eectronicaly to SCHEV once or twice per year using astandard format. After the dataareloaded into the SCHEV
computer, theingtitutionsthen cleanthedatausingedit programsdeve oped by SCHEV forthispurpose. Theseprograms
flag errors, such as out-of-range values and interna inconsistencies, which must be corrected before the state will

accept thefile. SCHEV provides institutions with free computer accounts for this purpose.

By matchingtherecordsinthedatabaseagang tate Unemployment Commissiondata, SCHEV (workinginconcert
withVirginiaCommunity College Sysem[V CCS) for community colleges) obotainsemployment outcomedatafor graduetes,
including whether the student is employed within the stete, the type of industry in which he or sheisworking, and

their earnings. They can also determine whether and where students are employed while attending college.

SCHEV conducts a variety of analysesintended primarily for the state legislature and the ingtitutions.
Standard reports address degrees conferred, student characteristics, and financial aid. SCHEV aso plansto enhance
the traditional graduation report, utilizing the system to produce retention and progression rates as well as
graduation rates by individua institutions. Ad hoc reports include tracking student progress through the
postsecondary system and an ongoing eva uation of developmentd (remedid) programs. [n addition, SCHEV compilesthe
federa Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) reports for all public, private, and proprietary
institutions in the state that offer two-year degrees and above.

Virginiapostsecondary instituti onscoordinated by SCHEV haveon-lineaccessto aggregatedinformetionfrom
thedatabase. To assist ingtitutional researchers or other analystsin using the database, alibrary of SAS programs
isavailable. Users can access programs devel oped elsewhere and, by changing a few lines, adapt them to their

particular research need. This enhancesingtitutional analytic capabilities,
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but al soreducesthenumber of “ routing”’ datarequeststhat SCHEV receives. However, SCHEV staff report noreduction
in overall requests, just a shift in the complexity of questions asked.

Routine and most frequently asked information from past years are also available through the Internet on
SCHEV's Web site.

Reporting by Virginids 23 community collegesiscompiled by the VCCS prior to trandfer of detafilesto SCHEV.
TheResearchand Assessment DataSupport System (RADSS) deved opedby VV CCScontainscoursestakenandgradesrecaived
by community college students for the past six years and currently contains about six million records. By matching
therecordsinRADSSagaingt tateUnemployment Commissiondata, vV CCSobtainsempl oyment outcomedatafor graduates,
including whether students are employed within the sate, the type of industry in which they are working, and their
earnings. Dataaboutempl oymentoutcomesareprimarily usedby V CCStodescribethepercentageof graduatesemployed
intheir field of study in informational brochures for the public.

The SCHEV Sudent Databasefiles are not the only student datathat SCHEV obtains. The agency hesfadilitated
the development of acommon set of items to be included on institutional surveys of recent graduates in order to
facilitate comparisons over timeand acrossingitutions. SCHEV aso reviews such diverse sources of information as

accreditation self-studies, academic program reviews, and institutional surveys of students and employers.

Texas. The TexasHigher Education Coordingting Board (THECB) isthe state agency with primary responsibility
for postsecondary education. In addition, the Texas Workforce Commission administers many aspects of proprietary
school education (although THECB reviewsdegree programsoffered by proprietary schools). Furthermore, the Texas
State Occupetiond |nformation Coordinating Coundil (SOICC), housad within the Workforce Commission, playsakey role

in outcomes data collection and analysis.

Public ingtitutions report annually to the Coordinating Board through their systemwide offices (for
universities) or directly (for community colleges). They provide standardized information about each student enrolled
infor-credit programs. Datainclude standard demographic variables, sudent major, units attempted and completed,
and retention/graduation. By using socia security number asauniqueidentifier, THECB can then determine whether
students have transferred to a state postsecondary institution and, if so, where. Unlike Virginia, Texas does not
collect course enrollment data or grades (either by course or overal GPA). The state does collect remediation and
Texas Assessment of Student Progress(TASP) scores, for thosewho take the TASP (udentswith high SAT scoresdo not
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take TASP).

THECB gaff clean the data and develop official filesthat are certified as clean and cannot be changed.
Institutions are also required to report aggregate information in response to state requirements for specific
performancemeasures, including retention and graduati on ratesand licensurerateson professional exams(for example,

teaching, engineering).

The development of an automated follow-up system has significantly enhanced outcomes data collection and
anaysisfor Texascommunity andtechnical colleges, particularly with regardtolabor market outcomes. Theautomated
follow-upeffortbeganintheearly 1990sby asmall groupof community colleges. Asmorecommunity collegesexpressed
interest in the follow-up system, and as the state recognized the potential of the system, more formal and stable
administration wasrequired. SOICC, aneutrd and independent organi zation with anal ytic capacity, was asked to take
on thisrole. Today, al 69 community and technical colleges in the state--about 400,000 students per year--
participate in the automated follow-up. Resource limitations prohibit participation by other institutions, although
SOICC does plan to conduct a small pilot study of proprietary schools this year. In addition, one university

participates through a pilot study.

SOICC first administered the automated follow-up in 1993. For itsfirst three years, the follow-up was
primarily funded with Perkins Capacity-building funds. Launched in 1996, it hasthree years of funding from Labor
Department One-stopfunds. Among SOICC'smigjor god sisto obtainlong-termfunding for theautomated follow-up system
from the state legidlature.

Theautomeated follow-up sysemismodded after Horidas THECB provides SOICCwiththestudent data. Using
socia security number asthe identifier, the sudent data are matched against four sources of employment data: (1)
state Unemployment Insurance wage records; (2) personnd filesfor the federa civil service; (3) personnel filesfor
the Postal Service; and (4) personnd files for the military. Specific data elementsinclude whether students are
employed, their employer, the type of industry in which they are employed, and their quarterly earnings.

After mergingthedata, SOI CC conductslimited anal ysesand then turnsthe databack over tothecoordinating
board for additional analysis and dissemination to the participating institutions. To date, most analyses using
automated follow-up data are descriptive and aggregate data across all institutions. SOICC and THECB avoid
disseminating results for individual institutions, especially institutional rankings or comparisons. Instead, they

believe that each ingtitution should be compared againgt itself over time. SOICC strivesto disseminate datato three
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audiences: ingtitutions (for self-improvement); state agencies (for program and ingtitutional oversight); and

consumers (for informed decision making).

Institutions and the THECB usethe datain avariety of ways. The statelegidature requires each community
collegeprogram or department to achievean 85 percent employment ratefor itsgraduates. Programsthat donot achieve
this face serious obstacles to devel oping new programs. The automated follow-up data hel p to determine whether
departments have met this standard. Furthermore, the dataare used to help justify new programs, by demonstrating
labor market outcomes for similar programs et other indtitutions. In addition, the data are used for state-mandated
program reviews, including an annud salf-eval uation and a state eva uation conducted once every four years (that is,

all programs are reviewed by the state on a four-year cycle).

Tosupplement theautomated student data, SOl CCa so contractsfor theadministration of anemployer survey.
In the past, each postsecondary ingtitution, school district, and other educetiond organizations (for example, JTPA)
conducted their own employer surveys, creeting significant burden for employers and very uneven data quality. By
consolidating these disparate efforts, SOICC has achieved an 80 percent response rate, improved data quality, and
obtai ned datathat can beaggregated and compared over timeand acrossemployers, inditutions, or regions. Thesurvey

results are applied to both program evaluation and program planning.

Because the automated follow-up datado not include certain professions (thisissue is discussed in the next
sectioninmoredetail), SOICC and THECB invite programsto supplement thedataby conducting their own student and
aumni surveys. Employment information obtained in thismanner is added to the database, provided it meets qudity

control standards.

Inadditionto participationin theautomated follow-up, the community collegeshave been proactivein severd
other aspects of outcomes data collection. The colleges now use the Lonestar or Lonestar+ systems, providing
standardized student data that iswell suited to longitudina analyses and can be compared or combined with other
indtitutions. 1n addition, the community colleges and many public universities are developing ectronic transcripts.
The University of Texas has agreed to warehouse these transcripts and serve as a central clearinghouse. Thus,
community colleges wanting information on where studentstransfer and their success rates can search for student
transcripts at a variety of ingtitutions. When the transcripts are located, the institutions can obtain electronic

copies that can be entered into student databases.
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Proprietary schoolsin Texasareapproved andregul ated by the TexasWorkforce Commission. Indtitutionsare
required to report annually on student retention, completion, and employment rate for graduates. Employment is
further divided into the percentage of students who found employment with ingtitutional assistance (identified as the
placementrate) orthroughany means(employmentrate). TheCommissionmay i ngpect back-updocumentationforthese
figuresduring sitevisits. Starting this year, the Commission is requiring proprietary schools to provide student-
level datafor program completers, including socia security number and employer, which will facilitate outcomes
andysis. Becausefew proprietary schools have sophidticated data processing capabilities, they provide the datato
the Commission in hard copy, not electronically. Starting this year, SOICC plansto include a small number of

proprietary school studentsin their automated follow-up.

Discussion: Strengths and Weakness of the Current “ State of the Art”

The case studies provided opportunitiesto informally assess the strengths and weaknesses of state-level
student outcomes data. The centralized student databases in these states enable sophisticated analyses of
postsecondary outcomes. Moreover, by linking educationa and employment data, thesestateshavegreatly extended the

range of outcomes data available to ingtitutions, policymakers, and the public.

Despite the benefits of linking educational and occupationd data, the case studies suggest that such linkages
creste anumber of new challenges and raise the salience of some unresolved issues related to student datain generdl.
Case study respondents expressed a number of concerns about these linkages, ranging from data quality to fearsthat
the datawill beinappropriately politicized. Many of these concerns focus on the uses to which the data will be put
rather than the data themselves.

Theseconcernswerepresented tothe\Working Groupinapreliminary report and discussed during theWorking
Group's October meeting. Inthissection, we describe the major areas of concern emerging from the case studies. We

also present the perspectives of Working Group members about these issues.

Range of student outcomesdata. By linking educationa datato state employment dataand other sources of
employment information, Texasand Virginia(and other statesnot involved inthe case studies) can track studentsinto
theworkplace, opening animportant new arenafor outcomesassessment. Thisreatively simpleinnovation represents

asignificant expansion in the scope of student outcomes data collection and analysis.
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Nonethdless, in Texas, Virginia, and throughout the nation, littleto no information is available at the state
level about many other types of student outcomes, such as students cognitive and intellectua skills or devel opment,
content learning, life skills, attitudes or values, social development, quality of life, or psychosocial development.
Thus, the data available a the ate level focus on only a subseat of postsecondary outcomes. More specifically, the
outcomesdataavailableinthestudy statesaddressonly four of 12 categoriesinthetaxonomy devel oped by the Student
Outcomes from a Policy Perspective Working Group: Occupationa Preparation; Educational Success; Successin

Transitions; and Economic Benefits.

Individua ingtitutions, of course, may collect amuch broader range of outcomes data that address other
components of the taxonomy. Because such information is generally not standardized across (or even within)
ingtitutions, is often qualitative in nature (for example, portfolios) and may not be collected for all students or
in all years, it is not integrated into state databases. Nonetheless, ingtitutional-level data may respond to

important policy questions and contribute to program devel opment and assessment.

Furthermore, Working Group members noted that some outcomes are more gppropriately measured at the
ingtitutiona (or even the program) leve than the state level. For example, some question whether states could or
should collect dataabout psychosocia outcomes, which are generally viewed as more periphera to the core purposes
of postsecondary education than educationa and occupationd outcomes. Similarly, assessments of students' content
knowledge may bemost valid and ussful when conducted by faculty inthe relevant disciplines and departmentsrather
than through standardized statewide measures that cannot take local goals and curriculum into account. This
observation suggeststhat a future direction for postsecondary educators, administrators, and policymakersisto

clarify which agencies or organizations have responsibility for measuring and tracking various student outcomes.

Quality of Unemployment I nsurance Wage Record data. Althoughwagerecord filesarethemagjor source of
informeation about occupational outcomesin Texasand Virginia, respondentsin both statesnoted anumber of problems
residing either in the datathemsdlves or the links between these data and educational data. These problems create

ambiguity ininterpreting occupational outcomes data. They include:

° Unemployment Insurance Wage Record detaare not available for usein student outcomes assessment in
al states;

° Dataregarding contract workers and salf-employed individuas are not available from wage record
data. This covers alarge--and growing--group of occupations with widdly differing levels of
training;
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° Dataregardingindividuals occupationsare not availablefor many students. Thedatamay indicate,
for example, that an individua isemployed in aparticular type of industry, but may not indicate
what the whether the individual is a secretary, line worker, or manager;

° Rapid changesin the nature of work increase the difficulty of finding appropriate job or industry
classifications for all individuals and jobs;

° Dataexchangeagreementsarenotinplaceamong states. Asaresult, outcomesinformationfor people
who leave the state may be unavailable (other than federd government, postal service, or military
employees);
° The employment data are based on self-reports by employers. The data quality islargely unknown.
° Woage datacan be difficult tointerpret. Texas, for example, obtains quarterly earnings without any

information about duration of employment or full-time/part-time status. Thus, it isdifficult to
determine actual salary levels.

° Information that ingtitutions and states might like to have are not available from these databases.
Thisis particularly true for attitudinal data, such as student or employer satisfaction, whether
students' employment fulfills their goals and aspirations, self-rated skills and ahilities,
perceived preparation for the workplace, and so forth.

Despite these problems, Working Group members perceive wage record data as superior to aternative data
sources. They pointed out that state-level andlystsin both Texas and Virginiareported obtaining outcomes datafrom
the wage record files for over three quarters of the studentsin their databases. In addition, both states are able
tofill some of the data gaps with information from other sources. The wage record dataare aso viewed as of higher
qudlity than other data, such as salf-reported information from students and graduates. Furthermore, linking wage
record datato educationa dataisrdatively low incost. AlthoughtheWorking Group membersrecognizethat thewage
record data are imperfect, they believe the data are of sufficient qudity to make meaningful contributionsto policy

and program devel opment.

Quality of educational data. Respondents pointed out that the educational data maintained by the state dso

have some limitations;

° Dataqudity isacontinued concern. Despite strong efforts by the Texas and Virginia Coordinating
Boardsto obtain clean student data, ingtitutional respondents in both states questioned the quality
of the data. Similarly, despite state efforts to provide standard data element definitions,
respondents acknowledged that different ingtitutions might interpret these definitions somewhat
differently.

° Virginia obtains only limited information about occupational outcomes for proprietary school
students. Texas SOICC does not link data from universities, private colleges, or proprietary
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schoolsto wagerecord files. Theissue hereis burden and incentive to include these data sources
VErsus costs.

° Only limited reciprocal agreementsto exchange data with other states are in place. Schools and
collegesthat compare themselves to out-of-state institutions, send many graduates out of state,
or serve amulti-state service area may derive little benefit from data restricted to a single state.

° Neither state currently collects data about non-credit students (although Texas expects to begin
doing sothisyear). Because many community colleges are expanding their non-credit programsand
courses (for example, through contracts with business and industry), a substantial)and
growing)segment of thestudent body isexcluded from thedatabases. However, themost widespread
measures of student outcomes)retention and program completion)have at best limited applicability
to this population.

Discussion during the Working Group meeting highlighted the fact that these databases effectively address
awiderangeof policy needs. Theweaknessesnoted above should not beinterpreted to indicate that such databasesare

ineffective but rather point to future directions for improvement.

Privacy and confidentiality. A number of respondents in both states (especially those who work in
postsecondary institutions) expressed concern about violating student privacy and confidentiality, even if
identifying information is encrypted or otherwise protected. Respondents were worried that information about
individuals academic progressor earningsmight beinappropriately reviewed or released. For example, onerespondent
wondered if alegidator or the press might one day be able to abtain information about palitica candidates from the
datebase. A rdated question was whether students have or should have the right to withhold information from the
state. In other words, some respondents believed that the state should obtain informed consent from students,
especialy for studentsin private ingtitutions, prior to obtaining data about their educational and occupational

achievements.

In responseto this concern over privacy and confidentiality, Texas SOICC plans to stop disseminating
individua-leved datato the campuses and instead provide aggregete information only. This solution poses problems

for ingtitutional researchersand other administrators, who want to use the datain their own evaluations and analyses.

Indiscussion of thisissue, Working Group participants pointed out that there have been no known breaches
or abuses of confidentidity inthese or other states. Wéll-established procedures and palicies for data safeguarding
areinplace. Thecasestudy resultssuggest to the Working Group aneed for statesto devel op and disseminate guiding
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principlesrelated to privacy and confidentiality. These principles should clarify the definition and limits (if any)
of confidentiality of individual records, and they should address methods and procedures for protecting
confidentiaity. Equally important is the need to communicate this information to concerned ingtitutions and

individuals.

Burden and reciprocity between ingtitutions and states. Institutions (especially small institutions with
limited resources for institutional research) already face high levels of burden related to reporting student data
to the state and federd government, accreditation ations, and college guide surveys. These requirements leave
indtitutiona researchers with less time to serve their own constituents (for example, campus administrators and
faculty). Thus, new demandsfromthestatefor dataare often poorly received by campuses. At worse, these demands
may have the unintended effect of decreasing thetimeingtitutions spend on assessments intended for institutional
sdlf-improvement and program devel opment.

Inorder to reduceingtitutional burden associated with providing datafor centralized state databases, SCHEV
completes some IPEDS reports for public inditutionsin the state, and Texas limits the amount and frequency of data
reporting. Still, many campus-based respondents (especialy in Virginia) perceive their reporting requirements as
high. Burdenis particularly problematic for private institutions, because they receive less support from the state
(for example, with IPEDS reporting) than do public institutions. In addition, private ingtitutions derive less

benefit from statewide data than do public institutions.

WorkingGroupmembersperceveconcernsabout burdenasprimarily developmental. They notedthat Virginia
(where concerns were highest) has undergone fairly recent changes in its reporting requirements and database
structure. Over time, theingtitutions are likely to become more efficient in preparing and transmitting data to the
state, and burdenwill decrease. Additionally, Working Group membersnoted that enhanced information about student
outcomes flowing back to the ingtitutions should provide useful information that justifies the time spent transferring
datato the state.

Inaddition, onereasontheWorking Group memberswereinterested in reviewing linked databasesisthat this
represents a strategy to provide more and better information on outcomes without a significant increase in burden.
In the case of wage records, for example, theingtitution does not have to invest resources in following up students

to obtain occupational outcome information.

Ownership and use of outcomes data. Over half the case study respondents from postsecondary ingtitutions
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expressed concern about whether the state could prevent paliticians, reporters, or othersfrom inappropriately using
student outcomesdata. A key issueiswhat types of information state agencies may be asked to release. For example,
severd respondents worried about the press obtaining and publishing ratings or rankings of campuses on various
dimensions. Such information can be misleading and divisive, and can erode ingtitutional support for state-level
databases. Similarly, researchers, policymakers, or administratorsmay draw inappropriate conclusionsfrom outcomes

data. (Theinterviews provided numerous examples of this phenomenon.)

Theserisks are perceived as higher when stateslink educational to occupational data. Some respondents
suggested that the novelty of the occupational data makes them attractive to the media. Additionally, accurate
interpretation of dataabout occupationa outcomes requires some sophistication and contextua knowledge; thus, these

data present many opportunities for naive analysts to draw inappropriate conclusions.

Texasand Virginiahaveresponded to thisissue in different ways. Virginiahas used the Web and Internet to
enable usersto gain direct accessto alarge volume of information. At the sametime, SCHEV strivesto provide
ingtitutions, policymakers, and other users with the appropriate contextual information for interpreting the data.
Direct accessto thedataismorelimited in Texasthan Virginia. Texas SOICC discouragesingtitutiona comparisons
and instead tries to provide either aggregate analyses (for example, all community colleges) or comparisons of

institutions to themselves, over time.

Working Group members reacted to thisissue by pointing out the need for states and ingtitutions to clarify
which agency “owns’ the student data.and who can release results or analyses based on the data. Just as guiding
principles are needed related to privacy and confidentiality, principles are needed to determine who has access to
the data and how information should be released to the public.

Working Group members also expressed support for state policiesthat provide broad accessto data. For
example, asthe public gains access to outcomes data, stakeholders and advocates become better informed about
postsecondary educeation. Those participating in policy debates can share the same dataand information, increasing
the efficiency of the decisionmaking process. Analysesthat provide new insightsinto postsecondary education may

be conducted. Such opportunities counterbalance the problems described by the case study respondents.

Occupational data and the vocationalization of postsecondary education. Respondents in both states--
particularly but not exclusively those from four-year institutions--expressed concern that linking educational to
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occupeational datamay reflect and potentially amplify the vocationalization of education. These respondents are
concerned that the growing interest at the state level in occupational outcomes is inconsistent with the goals and
mission of their institutions and reduces the notion of higher education to job training. At one extreme, several
respondents (all in four-year ingtitutions) believed that the state should stop collecting and disseminating
occupationa data since such data do little (in their opinion) to inform questions of ingtitutional performance or

effectiveness.

Other respondents disagreed with this perspective. These respondents noted that the public and many
policymakersin fact view postsecondary education asjob training. |n addition, employment outcomes are easily
available whereas datarelated to criticd thinking skillsare not. To withhold some outcomes information because
al desired outcomesinformation is not available is neither logical nor likely to win the approval of policymakers,
employers, or taxpayers. Instead, higher education ingtitutions and coordinating boards have an obligation to educate
audiencesfor outcomesinformeation about the limits of available dataand to develop new measures for under-studied

outcomes.

The Working Group memberswere similarly divided about thisissue. They noted that certain sectors of the
postsecondary community attach greater val ueto occupational outcomesthandoothers. They dso agreed that effective

student outcomes data systems will use data appropriate to institutional missions and values.

Multiple goals. Student outcomes data are used to address arange of goals or purposes. For example, they
may be used to certify student competency, assessingitutional effectiveness, or compare indtitutions. They may be
used by indtitutions for saf-improvement, by policymakers to ensure institutional accountability and to measure
performance, or by consumersfor informed decisionmaking. They aso canbeusedfor compliancereportingtothestate
and federd governments. The degreeto which asingle database can satisfy all these goadsis questionable. Although
database administrators in both states expect their data to serve multiple goals, in reality the data are primarily

used for compliance reporting and assessments of ingtitutional performance.

Discussoninthe Working Group megting emphasi zed that the goal's and uses of outcomes data have changed and
will continue to change over time. Thus, student databases must be flexible enough to serve multiple, and evolving,
goals. Several participants suggested that centralized student databases are best conceptualized as indicator
systems. By enabling comparisons over time and acrossinstitutionsand student subgroups, the databases can be used

to identify student outcomes trends or issues for further, more in-depth analysis through follow-up studies.

26



Summary. Both Texasand Virginiamaintain centralized state-level student databases. Both dso link these
databases to data about students' occupational activities, drawn primarily (but not exclusively) from State
Unemployment InsuranceWageRecordinformation. Theseintegrated databasesexpanded thestates ability torespond
to policymaker concerns about ingtitutional performance and effectiveness. At the sametime, the development and
expansion of the databases raise anumber of concerns, particularly among ingtitutional administretors. For example,
athough thelinkstowage record data provide occupational information that has not previously been available on such
alarge scale, the wage record informetion has someimportant limitations. Even with these linkages in place, data
are unavailable for awide range of student outcomes, especialy at the state level. There are unresolved issues
related to how student outcome datawill be used, who can release findings to the public, and what confidentiality and
privacy protections are or should bein place. These unresolved issues provide the foundation for Working Group

recommendations.

1. Recommendations

TheWorking Group offersthefollowing recommendationsto ingtitutions, systems, states, and other agencies

that are working to develop or enhance student databases:

1 Thequality and scopeof sudent outcomesanalysescan and should beexpanded by linkingvarious
sour cesof data. Although decisonsabout linking must bemadein thecontext of indtitutional goals
and missions, the types of linkages that should be considered include:

° linkages across postsecondary ingtitutions, to enable longitudinal analyses of students
progress through the sector and to facilitate comparisons across institutions and
programs,

° linkageswith K-12 schoals, to obtain additional background datathat can contributeto an

understanding of why and how observed patterns of student outcomes occur;

° linkages across agencies, to provide outcomes data that extend beyond the domain of
educational success (Terenzini, 1996). For example, by linking student data to
unemployment insurance wage record data, states and ingtitutions can obtain information
about occupational outcomes;

° linkages with business, to obtain outcomes datathat reflect employer satisfaction with and
assessments of students and graduates; and

° linkages across states, to enabl e outcomes assessments for students who leave the state
(for example, for graduate school or employment), andto facilitate meaningful comparisons
across gates, including benchmarking. Thismay be especidly important for institutions
that compare themsdaves to out-of-state colleges and universities, such as many private
colleges and universities.
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The following steps will assist ingtitutions and states in implementing this recommendation:

° Follow-on research is needed to: (a) identify sources of datawith which student data can
be linked; (b) assess the quality and limitations of these data; (c) prioritize the
importance of various linkages, based on the opportunities and problems associated with
various data sources; (d) clarify the definitions of data elements; and (€) address the
technical, political, financial, and logistical issues involved in gaining access to and
using these data; and

° A cooperative effort involving representatives from al components of the postsecondary
sector isneeded toidentify and defineacommon core of datael ementsthat should belinked
across postsecondary ingtitutions and states. This group should also consider the types
of incentives and resources that are needed for institutions and systems to adopt this
common core.

2. The concept of reciprocity must underlie database development, analysis, utilization, and
dissemination. For any ingtitution, the costsand benefitsof contributing to student outcomes
databases should beroughly in balance. Asthereporting requirementsand requestsfacing
ingtitutionsincr ease, bur den becomesaseriousconcer n. Thoserequestingand collectingdata
should strive to minimize time and expense incurred by those providing the data by:

° building upon current data definitions;

° using the database for required reporting (for example, compliance reports, IPEDS),
provided institutions have the opportunity to review reports prior to submission; and

° developing aclear understanding of data ownership and dlarifying allowable versus non-
allowable uses of the database.

Toimplement thisrecommendeation, follow-onresearchisneeded to compilecurrent datadefinitions,
determine optimal approachesto datatransfer, and establish guiddlines for cleaning and editing centralized
databases.

3. Animportant directionfor thefutur eistoexpand theoper ational definition of “ postsecondary
student” and ther eby extend student databases. Thiswill alsoinvolve expanding thetypes of
instructional delivery systems about which data are available.

° Non-credit studentsarean important component of postsecondary education, especialy the

public service mission. Thus, student databases should include information about non-
credit students, such as enrollments and activity within and
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across types of non-credit areas. In addition, research is needed to develop viable
outcomes indicators for non-credit students.

Student databases should develop and maintain the capacity to describe, track, and assess
methods of instructional ddlivery to alow future analyses of non-traditional instruction
(for example, distance learning) in response to emerging policy questions about
effectiveness and efficiency.

Business and industry are devoting more of their resourcesto provide industry-based
training and education. However, little information is collected about these efforts or
their outcomes. Thus, we recommend research to distinguish industry-based training from
traditional postsecondary education.

I n-depthwor k isneeded on datadefinitionstoensur ethat linkagesaremeaningful and dataare
appropriatey interpreted. Specific steps should include:

NPECCoundl membersshouldreviewthePostsscondary Student DataHandbook (AACRAO, 1996)
to ensure that data elements and their definitions are appropriate for student outcomes
measures,

Deveop analysis protocols for computing and comparing student outcome measures,
recognizing that individual states and institutions may compute measures differently.
Thesedifferent measuresshoul d beidentified separately. The protocol development should
include input from the postsecondary sector and from business and industry; and

Encourage ingtitutions to use common anaysis protocols in presenting outcomes data to
audiences, especialy consumers and students.

A =2t of guiddinesisneeded toassist ingtitutions, states, and other organizationsin developing
andusingstudent outcomesdatabasesappr opriatdyfor differentgoals. Thesedatabaseshaveser ved
and will continueto serveavariety of goals, such asidentifying student needs, improvingthe
quality of postsecondary programs, increasing accountability, informing policy devd opment, and
assistingconsumer sindecisonmaking. Thedatabasesther eforemust bedesignedtoyield both
descriptiveinfor mationabout thestatusand achievement of postsecondary sudentsand evaluative
infor mation about educational programsand palicies. Amongtheissuesthat must beconsideredin
developing guidelines responsive to these goals and objectives are:

How can student databasesbe constructed and analyzed in amanner that generates credible
and useful information for diverse audiences?

How can outcomes andyses that combine information from a number of institutions or
organizations, respond appropriately to wide variations in institutional mission and
context?

Under what circumstances are samples versus universe (that is, census) approaches most
appropriate?

What isthe appropriate length of the data collection cycle? How often, and when, should
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data be collected, and what time frame should be encompassed in outcomes analyses?

How can data on the interactive effects of student goals, classroom practices, and
institutional practices or characteristics be captured in student outcomes analyses?

To implement this recommendation, we recommend convening acommittee to write awhite paper

addressing these and related questions, based on the professional literature and the experiences and

knowledge of NPEC participants.

6. Tointegratethewor k of theStudent OutcomesFrom aData Per spectiveand Student OutcomesFroma
Policy Per spectiveWor kingGr oups,afollow-on pr oj ect thatincor por atestheconcer nsandinter ests
ofbothgroupsshouldbeconducted. Thispr oj ectinvolvesdeve opingexpertreviewpandstoaddr ess
theissuesidentified bythetwoWor kingGroups. Ther eview pandswould beor ganized around key
outcomear easdescribed by Ter enzini (1996). Specifictasksassignedtother eview pane smight
include, but would not berestricted to, the following:

desegregating the outcomes and developing operational definitions of the underlying
constructs,

determining the specific data el ements to be addressed;

using the criteria proposed by Terenzini (1996) to evaluate potential outcome measures or
data €l ements;

designing or describing specific variables and measures that will extend student outcomes
information and enhance its relevance for policymaking;

identifying data sources for these variables or, if the data do not already exist, providing
recommendations for devel oping measures and data collection; and

discussing the manner in which the variables inform various goals of outcomes analyses
and/or their likely relevance to diverse audiences for outcomes information.

Inshort, each panel would focus on aspecific content area, applying the recommendati ons and suggestions of

both Working Groupsto derive more specific “ second generation” recommendations. The pandls should have broad
membership reflective of the diversity of the postsecondary sector. Initially, however, a pilot project involving
somemembersof each Student OutcomesWorking Group and othersasgppropriateisrecommended. Thepilot projectwould
focus on two outcome areasto be determined in consultation with the NPEC Steering Committee. Results of the pilot
project would assist NPEC in determining if alarger investment of time and resources isjustified. If the pilot test
issuccessful, the next step would be to convene alarger set of expert review panels with support and technical

assistance from the Council.
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APPENDIX A

OUTCOMESTAXONOMY DEVELOPED BY THE NPEC WORKING GROUP
ON STUDENT OUTCOMESDATA FROM A POLICY PERSPECTIVE

Communication and Computational Skills: Reading, writing, and oral communication;
quantitative/computational skills; information acquisition skills (technological and otherwise)

Higher-Order Cognitive and Intellectual Development: Critical thinking, problem solving, analytical afjd
evaluative skills, formal and postformal reasoning, conceptual complexity, creativity, moral
reasoning (as a process)

Content Learning: General (breadth) and specific (depth) of knowledge

Occupational Preparation: Knowledge and skills specific to an occupation; occupational choice; occupatjonal

status; job placement; licensure; job satisfaction; performance; productivity; promotability;
occupational mobility; employer satisfaction, occupational aspirations

Workplace Skills. Mativation to perform in the workplace, dependability, adaptability, persistence,
initiative, leadership skills, ability to work independently and in groups

Educational Success. Retention/persistence, educational aspirations, educational attainment, degree
completion, time-to-degree, satisfaction

Successin Transitions; Education-to-work, educati on-to-education, work-to-education

Economic Benefits: Income, return on investment, standard of living, geographic mobility, educationally-
related financial indebtedness

i

Psychosocial Development: Autonomy, tolerance for diversity, intellectual orientation, interpersonal skill
and maturity, motivation (generic), identity development, self-concept and self-esteem, personal
adjustment

Attitudes, Values, and Beliefs. Occupational, educational, cultural (arts), social, political, religious,
interpersonal (for example, diversity), standards of conduct, orientation to life-long learning

Civic Development: Group affiliations/memberships, citizenship, community involvement, voting
participation

Quality of Life: Sense of well-being, health, consumer behaviors, savings and investment behaviors, leisu
activity ’|e




APPENDIX B

INTERVIEW PROTOCOL

We are working with agroup of representatives from NCES [explain if necessary], public and private colleges and
universities, and SHEEO [explainif necessary], who are undertaking severd projectsto improve data collection about
theoutcomesof student learning. ThegroupisknownasNPEC, theNationa Postsecondary Education Cooperative. We
areinterested in learning about the kinds of outcome measures (indicators) for students/learners that are tracked
inal situations where formal postsecondary learning takes place. Thisincludes colleges and universities, two- and
four-year, public and private, aswell as business and industry training sites. We are interested only in outcomes
data. Weareconcerned only withwhet kindsof datayou collect and report, not theactua numbers. Wehavereviewed
your (databooks, reports, etc.) and have eight questionsthat should take about 50 minutes to answer. [Here'salist
of the questions. May we proceed?|

1

It'suseful toestablish somecommon groundfor our questions. What doesyour office (unit/system/state) mean
by student/learners? What definition(s) apply? How wasthis definition arrived at--consensus, a supplied
definition?

Verification of Role of Office

A. What is the role (contribution of) this office to policymakersin the state?

B. Doesthis office dlocate (recommend dlocation of) funds? If so, to what organizations (systems,
institutions)?

C. To whom isthis office accountable?

D. What is the funding source for this office?

E What isthe relationship between this office and (a) the public higher education system, including
two-year and four-year indtitutions; (b) the private higher education system, including two-year
and four-year ingtitutions; (c) private/proprietary vocational and business schools; and others
such as business and industry-based training programs?

F. What other organi zationsrel ated to postsecondary, vocational, or higher education doyouwork with?

What data/informati onabout student outcomesdoyou/your officecollect or review? Probes: (8) communicetion
and computationa skills; (b) cognitive and intellectual development; (c) content learning; (d) occupational
preparation; workplace skills; (e) attitudes, values, beliefs; (f) educational success; (g) economic
benefits; (h) social development; (i) quality of life; (j) psychosocia development; and (k) successful
transitions [school to work, work to school, school to school].

How do you obtain these data? What organizations, businesses, ingtitutions, or individuals provide you with
the data? (Two-year, four-year, proprietary, business/industry sites probe).

A. Do they provide thisinformation on avoluntary basis, or isit mandated? If voluntary, why do they
providethedata? If mandated, what isthe purpose of themandataand who issued the mandate? Are
there differences between what the public ingtitutions and the privates provide?

What incentives do you provide, if any, to encourage and facilitate them to report thisinformation?
What kinds of guidelines or specifications, if any, do you provide re: student outcomes data?
What is the quality of the data? Isit complete and accurate? Isit timely? How oftenisit
collected and reported?

OOw



E. Do you conduct any anayses of the datayou receive? If so, describe. What isyour unit of analyses
(individual student or institutional level?
F. In what forms are the data received (machine readable, tables, etc.)?

How do you use these data?

A. Do you include them in any reports or memos? If so, describe. (Probe for schedule of report:
Monthly, occasionaly, ad hoc, annual and relationship to #C below. Who isthe intended audience
for these reports or memos? What is the purpose or goal of these reports?

B. Do you and/or others use the date in decisionmaking? If so, please describe.

C. Do you and/or others usethem to monitor compliance or to evaluate ingtitutions or programs? If so,
please describe.

What data about student outcomes would you like to have but do not have at thistime?

A. Why would you like to have these data-how would you use them?
B. What are the problems or barriers that prevent you from obtaining them?

How could thedataabout student outcomesthat you currently obtain beimproved or mademoreuseful ? What
suggestionscanyou providefor improving dataquaity? What suggestions can you providefor improving the
quality of student outcomes datain this state?

Aretheredatacollected that seem to have no use? Why isthat data collected? What reporting is done from
that data?

Arethere any schools, government agencies, professiona associations, businesses, or other organizations
that stand out as examples in the area of student outcomes data collection? If so please describe.

Thank you.



APPENDIX C

MATERIALSCOLLECTED AND REVIEWED

Texas

“TexasCares” State Occupationd Information Coordinating Committee (SOICC), TexasWorkforce Commission, no dete
A compuiterized database accessiblein high schools, colleges, and state agenciesfor college and career information.

“ Automated Student and Adult Learner Follow-up System,” SOICC, November 20, 1995.
“The Data Game: Labor Market Information Source Directory,” Texas Employment Commission and SOICC, February 1996.

“Discovering Y our Future: Industry and Occupationa Projectionstothe Y ear 2000,” Texas Employment Commissonand
SOICC, no date.

“Emergingand EvolvingOccupationsin Texas,” Deve oped by the TexasState Occupationa Information Coordinating
Committee, June 1996. Describes emerging occupations in thirteen industry areasin Texas.

“ Creatinganl nformationBased, Market-DrivenEducationandWorkforceDevel opment System,” by Richard Foreschle.
Published in Beyond the Numbers, an occasional paper series of the Texas SOICC, July 30, 1996.

“Career Mgorsin Texas Public Education,” SOICC, August, 1996.

“Completion, Employment and Placement DataCollection for V ocationd Programsin Texas Proprietary Schools” Prepared
by the Texas Workforce Commission, March 1, 1996.

“ICUT Annud Statistical Supplement,” Independent Collegesand Universitiesof Texas, Inc. September 1995. Profile
data on the 40 private institutions in Texas in the aggregate.

“1995 Statigtical Report,” Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board. Statistical information on publicsin Texas
in the aggregate and by institution and system.

Sheetsfromthe Appropriations, 1995. Provided by Coordinating Board. E& G funding asrelated to institutional goals.

Questionnaire for collecting mission, planning, and resources information. 8/6/96. Provided by Coordinating
Commission. Forms for collecting success measures.

“The Art Institute of Houston Catalogue,” 1996. Describes programs of study and degree and program requirements.

“ Annua Updatefor Community and Technicd College Adminigtrators,” TexasHigher Education Coordinating Board,
September 5, 1996. Slides for video conference on system structure and accountability plan for year.

“Completerand Pl acement/Employment DataCollectionpacket,” TexasWorkforceCommisson, August 21, 1996. Reporting
guidelines for proprietary schools.

“TexasWorkforceCommisson1997-98BienniumPerformanceMeasureT able,” providedibyWorkforceCommission,nodate
Performance measures linked to strategic plan document for proprietary schools.



“Annud DataProfile State-wide Summary,” Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board, August 15, 1996. Headoount by
gender, race, program, €tc.

“CTC Division Interface with Agency Mainframe,” THECB management document.

“ AutomatedSudentand AdultL earner Follow-upSystem: Community and Technica CollegeStatewideSummeryfor 1993-94
Former Students,” THECB. L ocation of studentsattendinginfall 1993 but whodid not graduatenor return, by program.

“Reportingand ProceduresManual for Public Community and Technica Colleges,” THECB, Educationd DataCente,
September 1995. Management and reporting manual.

“Reporting and Procedures Manual for Public Universities,” THECB, Educational Data Center, September 1995.
“Datalnformation Guide,” February 1995 THECB. Outlines data reports available and how to access information.

“ AppendicestotheReportingand ProceduresM anual for Community and Technica CollegesandUniversitiesandHedlth
Sciences Centers,” THECB, Educational Data Center, September 1995.

Memoto CTC (reporting officials) from Kenneth Dalley, December 21, 1995. Administrativeclarification of reporting
of continuing education students reporting.

University of Texasa Augtin memo to Robert Berdahl from MarshaMoss “ Undergraduate Student Flow by Ethnicity and
Foreign Status,” July 10, 1995.

University of Texasat Austin memo to Alvin Meyer, Assistant Dean, College of Engineering, from Marsha Moss.
“Undergraduate Student Flow by Major in the College of Engineering,” October 10, 1995.

University of Texasat Augtin. Student Profile 1995-1996. Basic satistics. University of Texasat Austin. Facts 1996-
1997.



Virginia

Miller, M. “ Assessment in the Restructured University,” VirginiaAssessment Group, 1995. Paper describing waysin
which assessment has been incorporated into SCHEV policies and procedures.

SCHEV Student Database: Record Layouts and Data Dictionary, June 1, 1995.

SCHEV ,“ Chronol ogy of Assessment I nitiativesintheCommonwed thof Virginia,” May 1995. Documentseventsandprojects
1984-1995.

SCHEV,“ TheMeasurement of Student Achievement andtheA ssuranceof Qudity inVirginiaHigher Education,” 1986.
Senate report including background literature, ingtitutional initiatives, and recommendations for quality assurance.

SCHEV, “ Guiddinesfor Student Assessment,” April 1987. Guiddlinesissued asresult of Senate Resolution 125 study.
SCHEV, “ Assessment Reporting,” 1988. Guidelines and issues protocol for annual reporting to SCHEV, 1990-1995.

SCHEV, “ Report on Student Assessment,” excerpt from 1987 VirginiaPlan for Higher Education. Background discusson
on assessment and individual ingtitutions' goals for reporting year.

SCHEV, “ Student AssessmeantinVirginias AnUpdate,” excerpt from 1989 VirginiaPlan for Higher Education. Background
discussion on assessment and progress commentary.

SCHEV, “TheVirginiaPlan for Higher Education, 1991-92." Five-year benchmark report with sections on genera
education, the major, remediation, out-of-class experiences, and discussion on accountability.

SCHEV,“VirginiasPublicCollegesandUniversitiesA ssessmentsof Student Learning, 1994: A supplementtothe1993
Virginia Plan for Higher Education,” 1994. Background sections and individual institutional initiatives.

SCHEV " GuiddinesforAssessmentandEval uationof Off-Campusl nstruction,” October 1991. Backgrounddiscussion,
policies and responsibilities, and assessment guidelines for off-campus credit instruction.

Joint Legidative Audit and Review Committeg, “ Chapter V: Promoting Effectiveness and Efficiency in the System of
Higher Education,” no date. Chapter profiling work of SCHEV in assessment and improved student learning.

SCHEV, " AssessmentinVirginia: Guidelinesfor theSecond Decade,” April 1996. Definitionsandareasto bediscussed
in report.

SCHEV,“VirginiaHigher Education I ndicatorsof Ingtitutiona Mission, 1995 TheVirginiaPlanfor Higher Educetion.
First monograph in a series, described who is served by the system.



Miller,M."Vital Stati stics: Devel opingState-L evel Performancel ndicators.” Paper presentedat AA HE1995A ssessment
Forum. Describes history of indicators selection.

Miller, M.“TheVirginiaExperience” Paper Presented at 1995 NCES Postsecondary Assessment Workshop, Arlington, VA,
December 1995. Discussion of indicators to demonstrate improvement and address accountability.

SCHEV,“ ActionPerformanceMeasures,” May 6,1996. Descri ptionof coremeasuresfor ingtitutionsof higher education
inVirginia.

CommissionontheFutureof Higher EducationinVirginia, 1994-96, “ Making Connections. Matching VirginiaHigher
Education's Strengths with the Commonwealth's Needs,” Report of Chichester Commission), no date.

Keating, Jean. “SCHEV Student Data Base.” Paper presented at Annual Forum of the Association for Institutional
Research, Chicago, May, 1993. Description of integrated databaseused in Virginiato report on student progresswithin
institutional context.

SCHEV, Student Data Base: Record Layouts and Data Dictionary. July 1996. Institution-specific report on fall
headcount, annual course enrollment, financia aid, degrees conferred, and admission datafiles.

J.S.ReynoldsCommunity College.” Assessment Report, 1995.” Narrativesandtablesongenerd education, mgors, off-
campus and distance learning, dua-credit instruction; planning, evaluation, budgeting; plans for 1996 and 1997,
assessment and restructuring.

J.S. Reynolds Community College, “ Statistical Profiles Booklet,” Vol. 1-2.

J.S. Reynolds Community College, “ Corporate and Profess onad Development, 1996 Fall Schedule” Workforceskills
assessment; computer training; short courses for business.

J. Sargeant Reynolds Community College, “Manud for Evaluaing Academic Programs, Revised February 1996.” Narrative
on process, criteria; data collection and analysi's; guidelines for reporting; curriculum committee review protocol;
year-end report formats.

Roanoke College, “ Statistical Profile, Fall 1995.” Tables and graphs on admissions and financial aid; academic
affairs; student affairs; resource development; and business affairs.

Results of the Roanoke College Spring 1995 Student Survey, by Danid Larsen, June 1, 1995.
Enrollment Management Team Graduating Student Survey 1991-1995, by Daniel Larsen, July 25, 1995.

Hollins College. “Hollins in Perspective 1991-1995.”
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